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HARVARD UNIVERSITY 


CENTER FOR SCIENCE AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 


June 15, 1987 



John F. Kennedy School of Government 
79 John F. Kennedy Street 
Cambridge , Massachusetts 02138 


Dear Dr. Ellsberg: 






I enclose a document that my friend and fellow psychologist, Margaret 
Brenman-Gibson, thought would interest you: A psychological study of the final 
48 hours of the Cuban missile crisis. My thesis is this: That the standard 
interpretations of this event, from participants and analysts alike, are much 
too cognitive, too bound up with the micro-economic, rational-actor "psychology" 
that has so bewildered me, since I entered this field about three years ago. 

I have tried to avoid, at all costs, being reductively psychological. I want 
to speak to^ the people who speak mo st auth oritatively about risk of nuclear 
war, not at them. But I have also tried my best to suggest that theJce yles son 
of the Cuban missile crisis is that it was resolved peacefully, with only 
one American death, because leaders on bqth sides became powerfully filled 
in the last two days with the fear of inadvertent nuclear war. They were 
losing control of the situation and f hey^kn ew^it, and this is why 
in the towel. This manuscript will be revised next month, in accordance with 
a great many interviews I have conducted in the past several months with former 
members of President Kennedy's EXCOMM, but also with others, such as Ray Cline, 
Ray Garthoff, Bill Hyland, Abe Chayes and others. I plan to write an epilogue 
that says two things, mainly: That the hypothesis is conf irmed —fear of inad¬ 
vertent nuclear war was the reason the crisis ended when,_ and as, it did; but 
also that there was a significant minority in the EXCOMM that felt no ne I mean 
absolutely none!—of this fear. Maxwell Taylor, speaking just before his recent 
death, Douglas Dillon and Paul Nitze have all said that they wer^. amazed at 
the fear in their colleagues and that they have never understood^in the least. 

To these people, there were*nojrisks, and the US ought to have bombed the missile 
sites imme diately, and this wotild~have provoked(no)response from the Soviets, 
simply because of the roughly 5000-200 or"so gap betweerTthe" number of strategic 
.weapons at the disposal of the two superpowers. 


I send this to you now, along with this request that you and I arrange 
to talk about the crisis, for several reasons. First, as you will note in 
my manuscript, I deal only very slightly with the Soviet side of the equation, 

I had no choice. I was told by such people as Garthoff, Taubman and Horelick 
ts-er*'-’ ? that all we really know fo r su re is that Khrushchev was scared in pretty much 
the way, and to the extent, he describes in his memoirs. I do draw on this 
material, as best I can. But I have heard from Sc ott Armstro ng at the National p 
Security Archive (who was instrumental in helping me put together a briefing 
notebook of 500 pages or so, in preparation for a conference we recently held 
on the missile crisis) that you believe that more can be said about the 
Soviet fear of inadvertence, of losing control of the situation, than has 
heretofore seen light of day. In particular, he mentioned what he called 
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a "firefight" at one of the SAM sites in Cuba, during which Cubans and Soviets 
were killed, as the Cubans tried to overrun the base, or perhaps did briefly 
overrun it, as the Cubans tried_jthe ix dain nde st to j proys)ke_<a war between__the 
sup erpowe rs, rather than allow the missiles to be removed from Cuba. If 
true, then this provides even more evidence that the Soviets too, like the 
Americans, were having all sorts of problems retaining control^ of the situation. 
As your old boss Bob McNamara told me last month, the missile crisis proves 
to him that crisis management, as some sort of technology for managing crises 
in which nuclear weapons are involved, is jus t nuts. This new revelation, 
if true, would prove that there is an important s^nmetry to the fear of 
inadvertent nuclear war in a crisis. 
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Although Scott did not say so, I have heard from others that you are the 
source of this information about the fight between Cubans and Soviets in 
Cuba, in October, 1962. In asking around, I found no help whatsoever from 
the EXCOMM people, w ho seem no t to be f amiliar with it at all. Finally, 
quite by accident, I came upon the source—yourself. I asked for, and received, 
permission to see the rough take of the WGBH special ’’Nuclear Age” 
episode on the missile crisis, just to help prepare myself for the conference 
I organized on the event back in_March, down in the Florida Keys. I just wanted 
*to see what they had done, and in retu rn I ha ve shared with them our briefing 
book and, when it is cleared through all the participants, I^wi ll give them the 
edited transcript of our meeting as well. Of course, I saw you describe 
the episode in Cuba at one of the SAM sites. I was so flabbergasted by this 
that I asked Alex George, who is a kird of father figure to me in this new 
field, to tell me about you, because I had heard from Alex once that you and 
he had worl£ed_tog ether many years ago at RAND. I did not tell him why I 
'wanted to find out about you. He told me this: That you were, and remain, 
one of the most scrupulous, honest, careful and sensitive people he has ever 
met and, whatever you say must be taken very seriously. This was corroborated 
by Margaret, who attended a conference this past weekend out in the Berkshires 
at which I presented the results of some of my research on the missile crisis. 
The basic finding was that you are not only reliable but that you really are 
the sort of person I. always thought you were when X was£ student in Ann Arbor 
in the early 70s^7you performed the supremely patriotic act of this century 
by informing the American people, via the Pentagon Papers, about the activities 
of our government in Indo-China. I say all this because the revelation about 
the SAM site fight was so shocking, and I could get no help whatsoever from 

( anyone on trying to track it down to verify it. None whatsoever, and we are 
talking about the cognoscenti of the field, AJid almost all of the living 
XCOMM people. And so I come to you. 


I want you to understand my purpose: I want to talk to you about the 
Cuban missile crisis. That is all. I am not a journalist, I am not interested 
in the least in ’’scoops.” I am trying to figure out why the Cuban missile 
crisis ended without a war, I have tried to integrate into my analyses some 
of my psychologTcal background, and I have come to some preliminary conclusions. 
These involve chiefly fear of inadvertent nuclear war. But I have been unable, 

' simply because I am so ignorant, to carry my argument to the Soviet side . And 
I don’t have to tell you how important it is to do so. Everytime I or some 
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of my other colleagues who believe that the real nuclear fear ought to b e • 

inadvertence—M urphy 1 s Law—talk or write about this, we inevitably hear: 

"Sure, but the Soviets are not like us. They respond only to cold hard facts, 
like being very far behind in the arms race." If any light— any light-- ^ f 

could be brought to bear on the Soviet motivat ion for ending the Cuban mis ^He 
c risis that emphasizes theirs own susceptibility to this sort of fear, I think 
a blow might be struck for sanity in the analysis of nuclear crises, and risk 
of nuclear war. Your piece of information, if true, would help to do just 
this, and I would like to talk about it with you. 

Moreover, I myself have some information that, if you have an abiding 
interest in the crisis, may be of some considerable interest to you, and 
which points us in the jvery same direction as your revelation. It is this: 

Dean Rusk told me not long ago that o n the evening of October 27, 1962, 

President Kennedy ordered him to place a phone call to Andrew Cordier at H*>***x**l 

Columbia (but formerly director of protocol at the UN) and tell him this: 

That he was to hold _ ont o a message, to the effect that, if a sign was given 

from the White House, via Rusk, U JTh&nt was to be asked to go immediately 

on Radio and Television announcing: a plan for acf public trade) of__A^ri^rpissiles 
in Turkey for Soviet SS4s and SS5s in Cuba. The idea was that the deal 
would appear to originate in the UN, though the real source would have been 
K ennedy, and the implication was that Kennedy would have a greed to it, rather 
than risk a war in Cuba. This is certainly not a policy, but it shows the 
direct;;!on of the President’s thinking: He was afraid that any sort of war 
over the Cuban missiles was too risky. He would ra ther risk^imp eac hment , ? 

or the coll apseof NAX O, so it appears, than escalation to nuclear war over 

40 or so missiles on the island of Cuba. But of course, this is just what you 
would expect from a man who was so^keenly aware that eyeiits were spiraling 
out of control, as he told Khrushchev in his cable of October _28_ accepting 
Khrushchev’s own acceptance of the deal—the private "trade" andth£__public 
pledge not to invade Cuba, for getting the missives out of Cuba. So, you can 
see that as new information comes to light, it all seems to be pointing in the 
^same direction--toward fear of inadvertence, and what it might lead to. There 
are many other examples I would like to discuss with you along these lines. 


\\ 


t Not only will I be revising the manuscript I have enclosed, but a colleague 

'and I—a graduate student in the Harvard Government Department—are writing 
a second book on the whole crisis, using our rich interview material. I 
would dearly Tike to include you in our array of interviewees and, maybe even 
more importantly, on my very short list of people I can talk to about the crisis 
who were there, as I was not, and who have also continued to think about the 
event many years later. 



I have a small amount of money with which I could finance a trip to 
California, if you believed that, say several hours of discussion about the 
missile crisis with yours truly would interest you. I would be happy to let 
you establish the rules. We can tape it or not. You can put some things 
on the record and some things off, if you like. And so on. The main thing 
is this: That I would have an opportunity to share with you what I have been 
learning about this pivotal event; and you could share with me what you know 
about it, and about the context in which it occurred, as these insights are 

































4 


)/ouir 

informed by over a quarter-century of ^immersion in problems of national 
security. It would be the visit of a junior colleague to his senior, if 
you like. Or, if you will be on the East Coast over the summer, I would 
be happy to meet you nearby. I seem to recall that you sometimes show 
up on the Cape in August, when Bob Lifton, John Mack, Margaret and the 
others get together in the spirit of Erik Erikson, and often with the 
Eriksons. Perhaps something like that would provide an opportunity to 
get together. 

But enough. 1*11 look forward to hearing from you. I don’t mind saying 
that you used to be one of my heroes, when I was an undergraduate. I guess 
this fact worked unconsciously during the year I was a student here at the 
Kennedy School, 1983-1984, because the first term paper I wrote took its 
epigram and title from your introduction to E.P. Thompson 1 a ferotest and 
Survive, on the "revolt of the hostages." Now, it appears, I may with luck 
have an opportunity to transform hero worship into something like a real 
and mutual exchange of views on an event in which I am presently immersed, 
and in which you actually participated. I hope it works out. 

All the best. 
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CENTER FOR SCIENCE AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 
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John F. Kennedy School of Government 
79 John F. Kennedy Street 
Cambridge , Massachusetts 02138 


Dr. Daniel Ellsberg 

O r\ %•» 


Dear Dr. Ellsberg: 



'.W-i 



I enclose a document that my friend and fellow psychologist, Margaret 
Brenman-Gibson, thought would interest you: A psychological study of the final 
48 hours of the Cuban missile crisis. My thesis is this: That the standard 
interpretations of this event, from participants and analysts alike, are much 
too cognitive, too bound up with the micro-economic, rational-actor "psychology" 
that has so bewildered me, since I entered this field about three years ago. 

I have tried to avoid, at all costs, being reductively psychological. I want 
to speak top the people who speak_ most authoritatively about risk of nuclear 
k war, not at them. But I have also tried my best to suggest that theJcey ^les son 
of the Cuban missile crisis is that it jv as r e^solve d p eacefully, with only 
one American death, because leaders on bgt£ sides became^powerfully filled 
in the last two days with the fear of inadvertent nuclear war. They_were 
losing control of the situation and t^^^aiev^Jt, and this is why'the^ttrew 
in the towel. This manuscript will be revised next month, in accordance with 
a~great many interviews I have conducted in the past several months with former 
members of President Kennedy 1 s EXCOMM, but also with others, such as Ray Cline, 
Ray Garthoff, Bill Hyland, Abe Chayes and others. I plan to write an epilogue 
that says two things, mainly: That the hypothesis is confirmed fear of inad¬ 
vertent nuclear war was the reason the crisis ended w hen, and _as JL _j : t jdid; but 
also that there was a significant minority in the EXCOMM that felt none--I mean 
absolutely none!—of this fear. Maxwell Taylor, speaking just before his recent 
death, Douglas Dillon and Paul Nitze have all said that they wer^. amazed at 
the fear in their colleagues and that they have never understood^in the least. 

To these people, t here were^fTofrisks , and the US ought to_have_b pin b ad t hejnissile 
sites immediately, and this WOtild have provoke d (^non response from the Soviets, 
simply because of the roughly 5000-200 or so gap between the number of strategic 
.weapons at the disposal of the two superpowers. 


I send this to you now, along with this request that you and I arrange 
to talk about the crisis, for several reasons. First, as you will note in 
my manuscript, I deal only very slightly with the Soviet side of the equation, 

I had no choice. I was told by such people as Garthoff, Taubman and Horelick 
? that all we really know fo r sure is that Khrushchev was scared in pretty much 
the way, and to the extent, he describes in his memoirs. I do draw on this 
material, as best I can. But I have heard from Sc ott Armstron g at the National p 
Security Archive (who was instrumental in helping me put together a briefing 
notebook of 500 pages or so, in preparation for a confere nc^ WC—recently held 
on the missile crisis) that you believe that more can be said about the 
Soviet fear of inadvertence, of losing control of the situation, than has 
heretofore seen light of day. In particular, he mentioned what he called 
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a "firefight" at one of the SAM sites in Cuba, during which Cubans and Soviets 
were killed, as the Cubans tried to overrun the base, or perhaps did briefly 
overrun it, as the Cubans trie d the j j: damndest to ja rgv g-ke a ^war betweejLjthe 
s uperpowe rs, rather than allow the missiles to be removed from Cuba. If 
true, then this provides even more evidence that the Soviets too, like the 
Americans, were having all sorts of problems retaining control of the situation. 
As your old boss Bob McNamara told me last month, the missile crisis proves 
to him that crisis management, as some sort of technology for managing crises 
in which nuclear weapons are involved, is just nuts . This new revelation, 
if true, would prove that there is an important symmetry to the fear of 
inadvertent nuclear war in a crisis. 
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Although Scott did not say so, I have heard from^others that you are the 
source of this information about the fight between Cubans and Soviets in 
Cuba, in October, 1962. In asking around, I found no help whatsoever from 
the EX COMM people, who seem not to be fa milia r with it at all. Finally, 
quite by accident, I _ came upon the source—yourself. I asked for, and received, 
permission to see the rough take of the WGBH special "Nuclear Age" 
episode on the missile crisis, just to help prepare myself for the conference 
I organized on the event back in_March, down in the Florida Keys. I just wanted 
.to see what they had done, and in return I have shared with them our briefing 
book and, when it is cleared through"" all the participants, I . .will give them the 
edited transcript of our meeting as well. Of course, I saw you describe 
the”episode" in Cuba at one of the SAM sites. I was so flabbergasted by this 
that I asked Alex George, who is a kind of father figure to me in this new 
field, to tell me about you, because I had heard from Alex once that you and 
he had worj£ed_together many years ago at RAND. I did not tell him why I 
'wanted to find out about you. He told me this: That you were, and remain, 
one of the most scrupulous, honest, careful and sensitive people he has ever 
met and, whatever you say must be taken very seriously. This was corroborated 
1 by Margaret, who attended a conference this past weekend out in the Berkshires 
at which I presented the results of some of my research on the missile crisis. 
The basic finding was that you are not only reliable but that you really are 
the sort of person I. always thought you were when I was^ student in Ann Arbor 
in the early 7Os^Tyou performed the supremely patriotic act of this century 
by informing the American people, via the Pentagon Papers, about the activities 
of our government in Indo-China. I say all this because the revelation about 
the SAM site fight was so shocking, and I could get no help whatsoever from 
j anyone on trying to track it down to verify it. None whatsoever, and we are 
\ talking about the co gnosce nti of the_field, ojid a lmost all of the l iving 
RCOMM people. And so I come to you. 


I want you to understand my purpose: I want to talk to you about the 
Cuban missile crisis. That is all. I am not a journalist, I am not interested 
in the least in "scoops." I am trying to figure out why the Cuban missile 
crisis ended without a_wa r , I have tried to integrate into my analyses some 
of my psychological background, and I have come to some preliminary conclusions. 
These involve chiefly fear of inadvertent nuclear war. But I have been unable, 
•J simply because I am so ignorant, to carry my argument to .t he S ov iet sid e. And 
I don't have to tell you how important it is to do so. Everytime I or some 
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of my other colleagues who believe that the real nuclear fear ought to b e 
inadvertence—M urphy's La w—talk or write about this, we inevitably hear: - 
"Sure, but the Soviets are not like us. They respond only to cold hard facts, 
like being very far behind in the arms race." If any light— any light-- 
could be brought to bear on the S oviet motivation for ending the Cuban miss ile 
crisis that emphasizes (their?own susceptibility to this sort of fear, I think 
a blow might be struck for sanity in the analysis o f nuclear c rises, and risk 
of nuclear - war". Your" piece of information, if true, wou Id'heTp to "do just 
this, and I would like to talk about it with you. 






Moreover, I myself have some information that, if you have an abiding 
interest in the crisis, may be of some considerable interest to you, and 
which points us in th e very same direction as your revelation. It is this: 

' Dean Rusk told me not long aao that o n the~ evening of O cto ber 21 j _1962, 

President Kennedy ordered him to place a phone call to Andrew Cordier at Ao* Srio**** 
Columbia (but formerly director of protocol at the UN) and tell him this: 

That he was to h old ont o ? a message, to the effect that, if a sign was given 
from the White House, via Rusk, U Thant was to be asked to g o immediately 
on Radio and Television announci_ng__a plan for a<^ public trade ) of Americarmxs.si.1 es 
in Turkey for Soviet SS4s and SS5s in Cuba. The idea was that the deal 

would appear to originate_in th e UN , though the real source would have been 

Kennedy. and the implication was that Kennedy would have agreed to it, rather 
than risk a war in Cuba. This is certainly not a policy, but it shows the 
di£§£t;ion of the President's thinking: He was afraid that a ny sort of w ar 
over the Cuban missile s w as too r isky . He would ra ther risk, impeachment , 
or" - the" co YlapseTof NAT O, so it appears, than escalation to nuclear war over 
40 or scTmissiles on the island of Cuba. But of course, this is just what you 
would expect from a man who was sc^ke^ily^_aware that eyerits were spiraling 
out of control, as he told Khrushchev^in his cable of October_23_ accepting 
Khrushchev's own acceptance of the dea l—the private "trade" and t hg—public 
pledge not to invade Cuba, J: or getting the^mi^ssiles out of Cuba. So, you can 
see that as new"Tnformation comes to light, it all seems to be pointing in the 
same direction—toward fear of inadvertence, and what it might lead to. There 
are many other examples I would like to discuss with you along these lines. 
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} a Not only will I be revising the manuscript I have enclosed, but a colleague 
and I—a graduate student in the Harvard Government Department—are writing 
a second book on the whole crisis, using our rich interview material. I 
would dearly Tike to include you in our array of interviewees and, maybe even 
more importantly, on my very short list of people I can talk to about the crisis 
who were there, as I was not, and who have also continued to think about the 
event many years later. 



I have a small amount of money with which I could finance a trip to 
California, if you believed that, say several hours of discussion about the 
missile crisis with yours truly would interest you. I would be happy to let 
you establish the rules. We can tape it or not. You can put some things 
on the record and some things off, if you like. And so on. The main thing 
is this: That I would have an opportunity to share with you what I have been 
learning about this pivotal event; and you could share with me what you know 
about it, and about the context in which it occurred, as these insights are 
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informed by over a quarter-century of ^immersion in problems of national 
security. It would be the visit of a junior colleague to his senior, if 
you like. Or, if you will be on the East Coast over the summer, I would 
be happy to meet you nearby. I seem to recall that you sometimes show 
up on the Cape in August, when Bob Lifton, John Mack, Margaret and the 
others get together in the spirit of Erik Erikson, and often with the 
Eriksons. Perhaps something like that would provide an opportunity to 
get together. 

But enough. I'll look forward to hearing from you. I don't mind saying 
that you used to be one of my heroes, when I was an undergraduate. I guess 
this fact worked unconsciously during the year I was a student here at the 
Kennedy School, 1983-1984, because the first term paper I wrote took its 
epigram and title from your introduction to E.P. Thompson' protest and 
Survive, on the "revolt of the hostages." Nov;, it appears, I may with luck 
have an opportunity to transform hero worship into something like a real 
and mutual exchange of views on an event in which I am presently immersed, 
and in which you actually participated. I hope it works out. 

All the best. 


Sincerely, 




James G. Blight 

Research Fellow and Director of the 
Project on Avoiding Nuclear War 
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Dr. Daniel Ellsberg 

90 Norv;rood Avenue / 

Kensington, CA 94707 

Dear Dan: 

My wife Janet told me last night that she had a very tough 
time keeping her conversation with you down to about an hour, and 
that, furthermore, she thought the conversation had to end quite 
prematurely. I am not surprised. After close to five hours 
on the hornjriJJi you the other day, and after talcing--be 1 ieve it 
or not — overjfw pages of notes during the conversation, I still 
felt that we 7 had only scratched the surface. I came away with one 
absolutely certain conclusion: That you are t ojia lJL y _c o nv ij i c e d t n a t 
the Cuba n takeo ver occurred and that this event was crucial, per¬ 
haps even decisive, in the resolution of the Cuban missile crisis. 
As I told you then, and as I suppose must have been obvious from 

your very close reading of my manuscript, the event you believe 

occurred on October 26-27, 1962 would indeed explain a good deal 

that I have been unable to account for. That is exactly the event 
that would, or should, have happened in order to make the quite 
unexpected and amj^cabJLe resolution of the missile crisis occur. 

It is the missing piece of the puzzle, or at any rate, the_jmfi^Lt 

important missing piece I nave he a r d_o f. And that is saying some- 

thing - , because ’as”you - are aware, the Cuban missile crisis has 
lately assumed all the drama and immediacy of contemporary affairs, 
due to a whole series of revelations lately come to light: From 
Rusk, from the transcription of the secret tapes of the EXCOMM 
meetings of October 27, and now this, the Ellsberg Revelation, 
potentially the most significant of all. 




I take it that Janet shared with you some of the results of 
my preliminary conversations with Joe Nye and Dave Welch about 
bringing you out to Harvard, to CSIA and the Kennedy School, to 
break this news to the public. So, forgive me i£ I go over some 
familiar ground, but I think it is vitally important to get 
straight just what I think we ought to do, and why. 
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First, let me recapitulate the point on which all of agree-- 
you, me, Joe and Dave. First, if true, this revelation will do 
at least two things: It will give us the first interesting insight 
into the Soviet calculations in the CMC si nce K hE^shc hev_ l_S-_ mjsmpirs - 
were brought to light in the early 70s; and second, j.,11 in 

[fundamental ways revolutionize our understanding of nuclear danger 
tin the CMC and of those factors which ac tua1ly allowed us to slip out 
of October 1962 without a war. There was no argument on this 
whatever. I regard this as basic: That a group of highly intelli¬ 
gent and well informed people on the CMC believe that the Ellsberg 

Revelation is _terrib ly important. Second, if true, there really 

is only one place at which such information ought to be revealed, 
and that is here, at the Kennedy School, where Graham wrote his 
book, where the May Group debated the crisis all through the 60s, 
where International Security is published, and in the pages of 
which virtually every interesting new revelation on the CMC has 
first seen light of day and, finally, where a t_prese nt more work^ 
on the CMC is going on than in the next half dozen most active 
institutions put together. (This year, we will have a work _i.ng 
group meeting every__o,ther week solely to discuss and evaluate the 
new eVidence coming to light about the crisis. This group will 
have nearly a dozen and a h a 1 f_ scholars who are true-blue junkies 
of the CMC~ lea by~th e ~gr~ eatVs t a d"d i"c t~ o f all, yours truly). 

Again, not a shred of disagreement here. This is the place. 

Third, we all agreed that any "revelation" that takes place here 
ought to be very carefully orchestrated and well thought out, 
and for reasons that you, more than anyone,ought to appreciate: 

We want to approach this, and we want it to be understood that we 
are approaching this, with utmost seriousness. This is to be 
fundamentally a scholarly event, like our conference in Hawk’s 
Cay was a scholarly event (despite the rather high society treatment 
given it in yesterday's Times Magazine cover piece by Tony Lukas). 

Of course, we will also want to contact a goodly portion of the 
60 or so media people we always contact when we feel we have a 
newsworthy item for them, but we want the whole atmosphere to be 
very serious and scholarly. The media will sensationalize it enough, 
without any help from us. Fourth, and finally, we should think in 
terms of a published product in International Security , along the 
lines we discussed, and which I will describe in more detail below. 
The bottom line, Dan, is that you/we were taken very seriously, 
and that door is contingently open to you. 

But there are contingencies. Let me spell out the most 
important ones first, before stating my ^own views as to the exact 
time and format in which we ought to try^do this. Thje_hAsjLc._p.r_ob- 
1 e m_ a _ as y ou__kjno w , i s th at _n o one but y _o_u_kn_ o w s about this. This 
gives the story its marvelous appeal an d im po r t a n c e, after all these 
years, but it has also caused many people whom I know to be very 
suspicious. My own impression is that they are somewhat suspicious. 
Part of this, as expressed by Kaysen, Garthoff and Hylaild, is that 























they just do not believe the event in question actually happened, 
you are fighting against nearly a quarter-century of thinking that 
as gone on without this piece of information, and explan ations 
® b _ e e " -Pi t - fo - rwar _f— rned Peo ple who have' b ecome quite 

hypoth ege^ and quite convinced that they are 
l^ght. Tnis^only natural, of course. But I think there are two ‘ 
other problems that you and I have to deal with. You know what 
they are but let me just remind you of them, for the record. 

iof'c Pdih'r! a a d Hyland (t0 take *A° People who have an awful lot 
of credibility and experience in intelligence matters) find it 

n -^ t_a n —^ v _?Jlt__o_f__t_hi^s magji i t u d e and ajtronom- 

I-rrTnt S Vh“" 1 “ Ca ‘ n 06 v e 0 c c ^ r - r ^ e iL_a P d_b e_k nown onjl^tq one person. 

I think this, more than anything else, is what they find hardTto- 

swgllow, i| a d y.a _n.ee of seeing the evidence. Bill Hyland told "me 

Rav'GartLJf C 7 ~~S " **- didl|, t h a P_p.e_n; it is a fantasy." And 
Ray Garthoff, as usual more reticent in his app r a i siT~s a i d he 

V 1 d 0 n f. P for lt’C ll a 1 n ft It -r « 


J\ r „Z hartnott > as usual more reticent in his applaTslT^said he 

.^- f - L ence for its having happened." Joe Nye, himself 

a former Undersecretary of State for a very sensitive issue-- 
sr.of non-proliferation--expressed skepticism on these grounds 


How, 


by po-t-tie 


-Ud uuucioeueury or btate tor a very sensitive is 
non-proliferation-expressed skepticism on these grounds 

yc *r ^outdhP ’ 1 _P er _ s _°n_''knqw‘'_suc_h___a thin gj? He said this 

•• 4 .. w /S>s h be llke .only one-person knowing that, say, the Israelis 

J " , -r-r- 1 — c P°. ns • But thls leads directly to "theTinaT“pYob 1 em (■ t 

/^fccc^cwhich you know: Your reputation, undeserved perhaps but neverthe- - - ^ 

W/vAfe less real ln strategic environs, as a person ^rawn to causes) and « 

llejirs a person whojnghtmake (as Rusk recently accused Ine'iir^rhV^T i me s) 

neve r k f -a mo & -~ UJ1 -- ain o u t _o f__a_mo 1 eh U 1 I ought to add that this 
never came up in d i scu s s i on with Joe and Dave. Their own skep- «w e ~ 3 , 


u e v e r came up in discussion with Joe and Dave. Their own skep- . 

'*** ldsm was purely of the variety expressed by Hyland and Garthoff- s* • ‘ 

ir+trvHtcl’ H 0JL_in_the he 11 .c 0 uld._£Ou_ and you alone be party to this kind of ’ * W °' 

information! You know allthis, of course ~But I wanted you to ^ ^ 
^ now how these by now familiar arguments played out in the discussion^*, 

i nad with my people here this week. ^ 


laads straightaway to the beginning of a solution, which 
„ l understand Janet relayed to you. Roughly, it is this: We need-- 

— nae 0 receiv e as soon and as completely as possible the 
iwv H lden< ; e ° n whlch y° ur conclusions are based. Furthermore I need - 

your clearance to discuss, if not to share (though sharing'vL?d be ' 

1 dpn PP Tjit-Vl n rs vv tJA 1 ^ .. V *__• . 


r,- 


L tfor • - V" 11 nor to snare (though sharing would b 

so , evidence with peop&y whose views on these 

ir.„, I s “n » » TheSe "° Uld inclu<ie I”" Scheliing, 

- ~ ,\n ?V Neustadt Bl11 H yland, Ray Garthoff, Carl Kaysen and perhaos 
t.-.~ vac;) Bill Ti “ bman (the from Amherst who is writing a "definitive" 

.w bl °graphy in English of Khrushchev). That would he pretty 
/. ? o r °V„ P ’ ssther from our conve J r s a 1 1 on, and what'jaVe) VeUyed 

you'too ° U If C )h U1 f h y ° U ; tnat 50me S “ Ch 8roup would be OK with 

IV ’ t j er ® fore - 1 a ”<i ">y colleagues Joe Nye and Dave Belch 

STh,-<t^ /a ninir that “ hat ” a hava here is indeed, as you hold, 

/ serious and reasonably convincing argument, one that fully 

{n l e r eS ° Ur schol arly attention, then the way will be cleared 
. r . _,f° beginning to discuss how to break the news in a scholarly 
^ j£. forum here at the Kennedy School of Government. ^ 

wr.'/fr* 
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■ ’ v ... 

1 think both of us are agreed, and I think we are e xactly 
r_i_gji_t, to assume that this' information ought to broughtfto the 
world's attention s ometime in October^ 198J, on the 25th anniversary 
of the CMC. As an aside, let me say that I spent almost 10 hours 
on the phone yesterday talking to people who had seen the Times 
on the Rusk Revelation and I am astonished at just how much atten- 
-> tion this anniversary is going to get. Dan, it is going to be 

positively massive. Archives, TV stations, newspaper chains, NPR, 

PBS the_BB£, the networks, and on and on. All of these people 
have been calling to ask about tthowthe Rusk thing might fit with 
events and publications and show that are already well in train. 

Thus our intuitions have been right all along: Interest in this 
event will peak in late Octobe r of this year. That is when your 
revelation should come out. After the Times piece by Lukas, and 
after the Foreign Affairs piece by Joe, Dave and I a couple of 
weeks later, I think the stage will be set. 

Let me reiterate why I absolutely do not think that your 
information ought to be brought out in a way that connects it with 
the US-Soviet meeting we are planning October 12-13. There are 
two reasons. First, honestly, we have no firm idea whether this 
event is actually going to occur. The Soviets have not responded 
in a way that gives me confidence. And now there is talk of a 
summit just before the November 7 celebration of the 70th anniver¬ 
sary of the Bolshevik Revolution. All the Soviets we have invited 
will be part of that summit stuff, and thus we may have to abort 
at the last minute. We are unlikely to know until late September. 
Second, and far more to the point, these discussions are to be the 
very first ever conducted of this sort. They will necessarily be 
gene ral and ci rcumspect. Let me give you an example of what we 
are looking for. If we ask the question: What caused the Cuban 
missile crisis, we hear two answers--the Cuban missiles, and the 
B$.y of Pigs. What we want to do in the single day in which these 
conversations will occur is to begin to understand one another's 
perspectives. That is about it and even that, if experience is 
any guide, will be hard as hell. Joe said, and I agree (as I 
think you did when we talked) that an as toni shing revelation such 
as yours, one with such impact on our view of history and on the 
Soviet^ public relations between themselves and their Cuban allies, 
wi ll postive ly swamp anything else we_ might want Jto_d_o. So, we all 
agreed that your revelation ouglit not only to be treated separately, 
it ought to come after the conference. 

OK. Let me, on the basis of these considerations offer you 
the following scenario to chew on. 

1. You send to me as quickly and completely as you deem necessary 
some of the evidence and arguments for the credibility of what 
you would claim as fact in your presentation here. 




















2. You give me permission to consult with some of the people men¬ 
tioned previously, namely Schelling, Kaysen, Garthoff, Hyland and 
perhaps Taubman. 

3. If I am convinced following consulting these people not that you 

are necess a r i ly con : ect , but onl y, that t h is is _a set of d o cument s 

affd argument s that warrants s _e r_i„ o u s HTT s'cu s s i_on, then we invite you 
to CSIA and fhe~Kennedy School of Government to deliver a public 
lecture. 

A. The lecture would tateplace, probably, on Monday, October 26, 
1987, exactly 25 years to the day after which the event in question 
occurred. This would give the media present time to get their 
stories out either for the following day, the fateful 27th, or the 
day after, which is the 25th anniversary of the resolution of the 
crisis • 

5. The meeting would takjplace in the Penthouse of the Kennedy 
School of Government, moderated by Graham Allison or Joe Nye. 

6. The meeting would be attended by invitation only, by about 

60 or so people, making up the cream of the Cambridge arms control 
community, which includes most of the people who know the most 
about the events in question. 

7. We will arrange to invite some special guests, such as Garthoff, 
Hyland, e t a 1 . 

8. The format would allow you to speak for approximately one hour, 
followed by about 2 hours or more of discussion. We would agree on 
a list of a half-dozen or so people who would be given first crack, 
and on this list would be Schelling, Neustadt, Garthoff and prob¬ 
ably Allison. We could negotiate about others. 

9. We would invite a selective list of media people, from the Times , 
Post , the networks, PBS and NPR and so on--our usual list. We 
ought also to have something like a 5-10 page brief that we can 
distribute ahead of time so that they will get some appreciation 

of what they are about to be told. 

10. The meeting will be tape recorded. I will edit the proceedings 
following which, you and I will collaborate on putting together a 
finished product that we submit to International Security for 
publication. This ought to put the seal of scholarly approval on 

it for good. We will have launched one of the most interesting 
phases of discussion about the CMC on record. 
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As we all saw yesterday, much to my surprise, the Rusk rev¬ 
elation warranted page one on the Times . One can only guess what 
your revelation will warrant but, coming on the exact anniversary 
25 years after the events in question, and after the public has 
been alerted to the significance of the anniversary about to 
pass, I would be very optimistic about your having to hold some 
kind of news conference after the scholarly meeting. I think both 
aspects are important: The scholarly-ness of the meeting, and the 
news conference. I know from speaking to you that you have many 
personal reasons for also believing this. And for my own part, 

I can, if I take an optimistic slant on things, see this as the 
beginning of some sort of commitment, mutual and important, between 
this Center and Dan Ellsberg. Of course, I must leave that vague 
for now, because we haven't passed the all important hurdle of 
convincing a skeptical scholarly community--at least convincing 
them that this is very serious indeed. Anything you can do, 
and speedily, to help me in this, can only help. If we are shooting 
for the 25th anniverary, and if we are shooting for the Kennedy 
School and the audience you and I both want to evaluate your 
claims, then we really much move fast. I am for my part willing 
to do whatever I can. This is too important to let slide. I am 
your willing partner in getting the truth out, to the best of my 
ability. 

I will try to call you at around 3:30 PM or so, California 
time, on Monday, which ought to be the day this letter arrives 
at your home. Janet sends her very best. I look forward to 
our conversation. 


Sincerely, 






i 


HARVARD UNIVERSITY 


CENTER FOR SCIENCE AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 


James G. Blight 
Executive Director 
(617) 495-8132 


John F. Kennedy School of Government 
79 John F. Kennedy Street 
Cambridge , Massachusetts 02138 


September 5, 1987 


Dr. Daniel Ellsberg 
90 Norwood Avenue 
Kensington, CA 94707 


Dear Dan: 


Since we last talked, I have had a long talk about your situation with 
Tom Schelling, janet and I have had dinner with Dick Neustadt, at which we 
discussed virtually nothing but your case, and Joe Nye and I have consulted 
with Graham Allison, getting a reading from him as to how to proceed, from his 
lofty perch as Dean of the Kennedy School. So tonight, as we pack for our 
long awaited week away from it all in the mountains, I write to you with the 
results of my Ellsbergian researches. 

Let me begin with Tom Schelling and Dick Neustadt, whom you recommended 
I see first, who have known you for a very long time, and whose judgment I 
myself often consult and rely on. They agree totally: They have each asked me 
to say to you that they think coming to KSG or some other Harvard podium to 
announce the revelation, landjthe argument that goes with it, would be a mistake. 
Tom was especially insistent on this point. He said that he had talked to you 
at your 35th c(a^)ss reunion in June and that you told him you had gotten Mac- 
Arthur money to pursue your book on nuclear crises. Tom said that after so many 
years of enforced service of the short term on the podium, he thought you were 
going to have a hard time, as anyone would, sitting down and wading through 
the material you know so well, and in some cases so uniquely, in order to once 
ft again play by t he rules o f academe. Dick agreed. He feels that your own best 
i ntere sts are just not served by first announcing the revelation, then having 
the academic community that knows the missile crisis evaluate it. As both 
Tom and Dick argued to me, this fujid^iii^n^ the scholarly process, 

^>/*-which always proceeds from claim , to evaluation by the small community of people 
who claim to be able to evaluate the claim, to a published product in which the 
larger communit y is let in on the process, to, finally, the publication of the 
claim as fact to the whole world . we are dealing with something that 

is of interest to a great many people.' 

At the contentual level, both guys felt that your claim is very inter¬ 
esting, just as we both thought they would. Tom was especially intrigued, 
though even Tom could not quite fathom that y ou alone , among people knowledge¬ 
able about the Cuban missile crisis, should know about the event in question. 

He said h e just could not believe that this was so. though he trusts you 
enough to keep a n op en mind on the subject. So does Dick, and so does Joe. 

*- pob n>^L ptiper- CS p<r* by & ? f 
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In other words, they would be very glad indeed to get together with you to 
discuss what you know, what you believe this means and the missile crisis 
generally. 


I related to each of these men as strongly as I could yout-concern that this 
information be gotten into the debate around the time of the 25th anniversary 
of the crisis, as you and I had discussed. They responded in no uncertain 
terms by saying that, here again, this would defeat your long term goals, as ^ 

well as put the Kennedy School and Harvard in an untenable position of assuming, / 
is that you are correct before really taking the time to evaluate whether this is 

SO. And by "correct," I mean correct in y our inferences abo ut what the s ig- 
- ^ nificance of the revelat ion i s, as well as its actually having happened. As 
«- 0 ./v Tom said, with his typically cutting perspicacity, either it happened or it 
, , did not. If you are convinced that it did, then it probably did. But the 

real interest to Tom, and to the rest of the community who study this crisis 
^ all ~- clear cris es, is in the interpretation of it, which is a necessarily 

fKvr +*e. muc h more deliberate, fuzzy and uncertain process. *»<•< b-iuc. wAeMf'- 

. «.r' i\ 

t0 ‘ 0 

xnrt Ate In conversation with Tom, Dick, Joe and Graham (I could not reach /lr >^ 

, Carl Kaysen), I arrived at this proposition. All agreed, in principle, so / 

Co cr J 7 

see what you think: 

c'j The very first thing that needs to be done is for you to write something out, 

even something very rough and ready, and send it to me. Maybe 10-15 pages 
would do it % 

2. I would then send it around to the following people: 


*c Tom Schelling 
Dick Neustadt 
Ernie May 
Carl Kaysen 
Graham Allison 
Joe Nye 

Dave Welch j y^to~fiuuCtLo\ RiU. aT'ocu 


P |* • 

V tczr C«/" 


3. I would consult these people and ask them whether they might like to bring 
you out to Harvard for an absol utel y private se minar, led by you, and attended 
only by the people I have just listed, in addition to myself (and perhaps one or 
two others that we might agree upon, such as Ray Garthoff and Bill Hyland). 

3. We would then have you out here for a seminar. CSIA would pay all your 
expenses. 


4. You would take whatever you glean from the critical discussion of your 
position and revelation and transform it into something which you would submit 
to Int ernational Security . The exact form is discussable, but I could see a 
short document-like article, establishing the existence of the event in question, 
a short piece by you following this making your claims as to the significance 
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of your revelation, and commentary from a couple of us evaluating your claims. 

5. After the appearance of the pieces in IS^, the whole world will know, via our 
s ystem of media contact, about it. At that point, of course, interviews, 
and other sorts of media happenings would be in order. 




I think the thing that came up most often in my conversations with Dick 
and Tom is that some such step-wise sequence as this is, they feel, in your 
own best interest. It brings the community of your former an& future colleagues 
in on the debate, to sharpen, criticize, question and elaborate. But since I 
am under the impression that this is_ what you want, I am confident that you will 
give your former colleagues and teachers a hearing. What do you think? 


I understand that this is not quite the letter you thought you would get 
from yours truly. This is not the letter, to tell you the truth, that I thought 
I would write. But I had to consult these men, as you know. I cannot do any¬ 
thing at all, of an institutionally endorsed nature , without bringing them on 
board. Their basic message is this: If you want (Vo be taken seri ousl y by theinT^) 
an d by your former colleagues, you must refrain, for the time being, from step¬ 
ping up on the podium and pronouncing. That is exactly how they put it. You 
ought, they told me to tell you, to understand that you must play by their 
rules if (you want ; this thing to come out i n a way that in volves them and Harvard. 
ruz propel otherwise, they recommended I inform you, you are free to do as you please, 
k now i n g that they won't be party to it. I gather that Tom also had in mind 
thing rather more specific in his effort to do right by you: He wants, I 
^ / think, to encourage you to overcome your block against writing things out first . 

He really does, at least that is my impression. p rc , b ± 6f> : huh e/oc^'f- 

Oc.ro^fK a />•/<) i* * 

One final thought. At dinner with Dick Neustadt a quite extraordinary 
thing happened. He suddenly said, roughly, ^people*) of my generation cannot 
ever quite forgive Dan Ellsberg for leaking the Pentagon Papers. I respect his 
moral right to do so but I just cannot quite bring myself to see things his 
way." I responded that M people of our generation cannot quite bring ourselves 
to see Dan Ellsberg as anything other than a hero for doing exactly what he 
did." And we then had a wonderful dinner. It was quite a moment, as two 
views clashed and then decided to allow one another their freedom to exist. 


*vA^ <jy /* ' 1 


Further, we both agreed that this revelation is not like those in the Pentagon 
Papers, at least not in important respects. This is a historical point that 
needs first of all to be evaluate d by scholars, not only because, but partly 
(^Because) it derives from the same man who gave us the Pentagon Papers. This, 
in other words — I am trying clumsily to say—is y our chance finally to bring ^ wo/c/ 
people like Dick all the way around to a full acceptance of Daniel Ellsberg. y,, 

----- ------- ° pro 


These are my thoughts for now. 

16. 


1*11 be back in the saddle by September 

Sincerely yours (this goes for 
janet as well), 


Os- 

o/c» 




***' ? Of 




























HARVARD UNIVERSITY 

CENTER FOR SCIENCE AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 


James G. Blight 
Executive Director 
(617) 495-8132 


John F. Kennedy School of Government 
79 John F. Kennedy Street 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138 


September 5, 1987 


Dr. Daniel Ellsberg 
90 Norwood Avenue 
Kensington, CA 94707 

Dear Dan: 

Since we last talked, I have had a long talk about your situation with 
Tom Schelling, janet and I have had dinner with Dick Neustadt, at which we 
discussed virtually nothing but your case, and Joe Nye and I have consulted 
with Graham Allison, getting a reading from him as to how to proceed, from his 
lofty perch as Dean of the K ennedy School. So tonight, as we pack for our 
long awaited week away from it all in the mountains, I write to you with the 
results of my Ellsbergian researches. 

Let me begin with Tom Schelling and Dick Neustadt, whom you recommended 
I see first, who have known you for a very long time, and whose judgment I 
myself often consult and rely on. They agree totally: They have each asked me 
to say to you that they think coming to KSG or some other Harvard podium to 
a nnounce t he revelation, (arid^xthe argument th&t goes__with it, would be a mistake. 

Tom was especially insistent on this point. He said that he had talked to you 
at your 35th c(a)l)ss reunion in June and that you told him you had gotten Mac- 
Arthur money to pursue your book on nuclear crFfees. Tom said that after so many 
years of enforced service of the short term on the podium, he thought you were 
going to have a hard time, as anyone would, sitting down and wading through 
the material you know so well, and in some cases so uniquely, in order to once 
ft again play by t he rules of academe. Dick agreed. He feels that yo ur own best 
i nteres ts are just not served by first announcing the revelation, then having 
the academic community that knows the missile crisis evaluate it. As both 
Tom and Dick argued to me, this fumkune^ the scholarly process, 

^>/)fwhich always proceeds from cla ini t to evaluation by the small community of people ?/ 
who claim to be able to evaluate the claim, to a published product in which the 
larger community is let in on the process, to, finally, the publication of the 
claim as fact to the whole world . we are dealing with something that 

is of interest to a great many people/ 

At the contentual level, both guys feTt that your claim is very inter¬ 
esting, just as we both thought they would. Tom was especially intrigued, 
though even Tom could not quite fathom that y ou alone , among people knowledge¬ 
able about the Cuban missile crisis, should know about the event in question. 

He said he just could not believe that this was so. though he trusts you 
enough to keep a n o pen mind on the subject. So does Dick, and so does Joe. 


•?/ 
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In other words, they would be very glad indeed to get together with you to 
discuss what you know, what you believe this means and the missile crisis 

generally. 


I related to each of these men as strongly as I could youf-concern that this 
information be gotten into the debate around the time of the 25th anniversary 
of the crisis, as you and I had discussed. They responded in no uncertain 
terms by saying that, here again, this would defeat your long term goals, as 
„ c< well as put t he Kennedy School and Harvard in an untenable position of ^ssutjing, 

that you are correct before really taking the time to evaluate whether this is 
And by "correct," I mean correct in your inferences about what the sig 
nificance of the revelation is, as well as its actually havingTiappened. As 
Torn said,”with his typically cutting perspicacity, either it happened or it 
did not. If you are convinced that it did, then it probably did. But the 
real interest to Tom, and to the rest of the community who study this crisis 
and all nuclear crises, is in the interpretation of it, which is a necessarily 
much more deliberate, fuzzy and uncertain process. 4*f«f •*»«./ 

*/« In conversation with Tom, Dick, Joe and Graham (I could not reach /*> 

Carl Kaysen), I arrived at this proposition. All agreed, in principle, so 0/9e „ 
see what you think: 

V. The very first thing that needs to be done is for you to write something out, 
even something very rough and ready, and send it to me. Maybe 10-15 pages 
.pos,/<- would do it, 

j would then send it around to the following people: 

* 


my- 

// »s 

t'f- -fhc 


JrV/C x-n 




Tom Schelling 
Dick Neustadt 
Ernie May 
Carl Kaysen 
Graham Allison 
Joe Nye 

Steve Van Eveta-j F j ^ 

Sean Lynn-Jonesj i> ~ ~ \ 

Dave Welch j K>u .fdULvus . 

3. I would consult these people and ask them whether they might like to bring 
' <m you out to Harvard for a n absolutely private se minar, led by you, and attended 
r only by the people I have just listed, in addition to myself (and perhaps one or 

two others that we might agree upon, such as Ray Garthoff and Bill Hyland). 


rncJtf) tC % 


3. We would then have you out here for a seminar. CSIA would pay all your 
expenses. 


4. You would take whatever you glean from the critical discussion of your 
position and revelation and transform it into something which you would submit 
to International Security. The exact form is discussable, but I could see a 
shortTdocument-like article, establishing the existence of the event in question, 
a short piece by you following this making your claims as to the significance 
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of your revelation, and commentary from a couple of us evaluating your claims. 

5. After the appearance of the pieces in IS , the whole world will know, via f our 
s ystem of media "contact" "about it. At that point, of course, interviews, 
and other sorts of media happenings would be in order. 


"This 


I think the thing that came up most often in my conversations with Dick 
and Tom is that some such step-wise sequence as this is, they feel, in your 
own best interest. It brings the community of your former an& future colleagues 
<in on the debate, to sharpen, criticize, question and elaborate. But since I 
<am under the impression that this is what you want, I am confident that you will 
/give your former colleagues and teachers a hearing. What do you think? 




I understand that this is not quite the letter you thought you would get 
from yours truly. This is not the letter, to tell you the truth, that I thought 
I would write. But I had to consult these men, as you know. I cannot do any¬ 
thing at all, of an institutionally endorsed nature, without bringin g them on 
board. Their basic message is this: If you want/To be^ ta ken serj^ojq slyby^ themT^ 
an d by you r former colleagues, you must refrain, for the time beingj from step¬ 
ping up on the podium and pronouncing. That is exactly ho w t hey put it. You 
ought, they told me to tell you, to understand that you must play by t heir 
rules if (you want ) this thing to come out in a_way that invol ves th em and Harvard. 
£ Otherwise, they recommended I inform you, you are free to do as you please, 

t knowing that t hey won’t be party to i t. I gather that Tom also had in mind 

3_/>7^V^^'sVrfie thing rather more specific in his effort to do right by you: He wants, I 

think, to encourage you to overcome your block against writing things out first . 
He really does, at least that is my impression. p rc , hA6l> fro?, &>, 

C> r cv tf * 

One final thought. At dinner with Dick Neustadt a quite extraordinary - 

thing happened. He suddenly said, roughly, ,f peopJT|) of my generation cannot 
ever quite forgive Dan Ellsberg for leaking the Pentagon Papers. I respect his 
moral right to do so but I just cannot quite bring myself to see things his 
way.” 1 responded that "people of our generation cannot quite bring ourselves 
to see Dan Ellsberg as anything other than a hero for doing exactly what he 
did.” And we then had a wonderful dinner. It was quite a moment, as two 
views clashed and then decided to allow one another their freedom to exist. 
Further, we both agreed that this revelation is not like those in the Pentagon 
Papers, at least not in important respects. This is a historical point that 
needs first of all to be evaluated by scholars, not only because, but partly 
?• * (^ gca-use )> it derives from the same man who gave us the Pentagon Papers. This, 
in other words—I am trying clumsily to say--is y our chance finally to bring 
people like Dick all the way around to a full acceptance of Daniel Ellsberg. 




These are my thoughts for now. I f 11 be back in the saddle by September 

Sincerely yours (this goes for 
janet as well), 
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October 7, 1987 

Dear Jim, 

As you may have guessed, you haven’t heard from me because I 
found it very hard to think of a worthwhile way to respond to 
your last letter, or its proposal. 

I’m writing you hastily now to invite you to a small seminar 
I’ll be addressing this coming Wednesday at Tufts, set up at t e 
last moment at the request of Marty Sherwin, since I will be in 
the area to give a lecture at Amherst on October 15. Marty can 
give you the details if you’re available, as I hope (Janet too, 
of course). It will be on the subject of our mutual interest. 

I’ve been working hard on the Cuban Missile Crisis for the 
last month, stimulated by our first phone call—thank you!—as a 
first focus for my MacArthur Foundation research project. (in 
that connection I would be happy to get the "care package you 
offered). A good deal of independent corroboration has turned up 
for the several pieces of evidence that underly my hypothesis on 
the resolution of the crisis, so there may be less trouble in the 
future in having it.taken seriously for discussion and analysis. 

I think that you and Janet would be interested in either the 
Tufts seminar or the Amherst lecture, but if You feel overdosed 
on seminars next week, I very much hope we can all find time to 
continue our phone conversations in person while I m m the area. 
I’ll bring my annotated copy of your manuscript for further 


inducement 

_' _j[-r | t)t f 



Cordially 



Daniel Ellsberg 
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